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4/17/71 
Dear Sylvia, 


Relet 15, it ic worse than I indicated with publishers, they has been other 
finkery like Baricham's (Gertz', for example), and you are quite correct, it is 
bernabei who raved about yout Givens-Ball-Belin work. It is, in sy opinion, only 
slightly exagserated. It is very goud. flowever, especially because I has not been 
published, I take time for £ a fey coments on what I think will improve it. 1 hope 
you will think about them after ra: ali I will say, not jump to « hasty conclusion 
from any initial comment or comments. I begin this before breakfast and I'm pressed 
for time, as always. 


z2 think you should chunge and narrow your focus, to Ball and Belin, and I#11 
explan why, I think you ought be less severe with Givens, and again I'l explain, 
and you necdlessly weaken this excellent thing with unwarrented and uproveable 
conjecture about the Members of the Comaission (none of whom has earned by undying 
love), when anothor formulation, as, for example, in torms o1 tieir responsibilities, 
would be accurate and stronger, I seriously doubt any onc read that long thing by Ball 
and Belin, with the possible exception of Dulles, If you haveno way of knowing what 
‘hoy did or did not read, you are on solid ground on saying it waa available to them, 
prepared, as so many other ignored things wore, snd it was their obligation to know 
its contents-and all were lawyers well preparcd to undergtand it, 


Given was in a bad spot. He is black, had a police record, was subject to all 
kinds of serious pressures and threats, Whether or not they wero articulated, ax they 
may have been, they did not huve to be. He knew the spot he was in. On the other side, 
you write in terms of what he said, without any basis for it. I have had much experience 
in these things, and I tell you, aside from what, if you reflect, you will find amply 
illustrated, that what the reports and affidavits set forth is only what those drafting 
them elected to include, Given may have seid mich more and had it filtered out. Perjury 
is a deliberate false swearing to the waterial. I worder if, strictly speaking, he 
did comnit this crime. The criminal acts were by the feds ou all levels, and the cops. 


Asides bottom page two, first fef to LHO's presence on first floor. Use the 
index to Wi for Junior Jarman and you'll find that the police records, such us they 
are, on what LEO said uhen question<d, establish he had to have been there, Remember, 
he saw Junior walling past? He could not have know this without having been there, 

You might even want to add that Dougherty, as the key point on the fifth flaor, and the 
oly witness, good or bad, saw nobedy going down after the shot, etc. 


Pohe 3, “December 9, 1963." Epstein belongs here like lajciper in the cloister, 
Reggrdless of the opinion we both share of Vince, it is not Bpstein who brought CD1 
to light but Vince, and it was twice published before Epstein appeared, Hore, Epstein 
did not refer to that which you do, others had publishee the same thing earlier, and 
it is not alone Inquest which “raised a furor of doubt about the Warren Report" at 
that time-or earlier, 


Top page 4, Carolyn Srnold: Your formation is in error. I rncught thie matter to 
dike in PW, and you cen get a fairly complete story by looking under Amold in the 
iedex, eapeclelly by carcful reeding of the two reports, the printed onex and that 
withheld. You can xteag strensthen your work much by repeating the FBI duplicity, for 
what Arnold actually said is 12325, anc the FSI lied to make it ap ear as 12315 or 
earlier, 


Riddle of 5 you refere to the Comdssion, as I comment above, uombers, I think you 
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Afterthought! on Epstein and CD 1, perhaps you might want to consider whether you 
would like to incluce that Lisheler leaked this classified document, which he had no 
business having because it was classified, to Epstein, to direct attention avay from his 
own transgressions and toward those of others. He used Bpstein as his vehicle for self 
justifientoon, and Epstein was always the whore. I think I an into this li Wwil. 


fop 63 here you a dress Sivens as 1 do above. I think jou might want to anplity 
this, the proper context, with a short added ond expanding clause. — 


Next graphs: would you consider a few of those well-chosen coment that you in 
particular chose so well about Murray and hia function there, his obligations, his 
access to everythingy I thinkit would have more meaning than the words you actually addrese 
to the Members, ani is necessary for the understanding of the uminfomned reader, esp. 
with the quite proper earlier comwnat on what can be expected of the ABA, 


De you think Givens way questioned only because he was a TSBD employee? ts it not 
reasonable to assume that when they were loolcing for him as a potential suspect, this 
may have hai something to do with it, and with his mbsequent compliance with whatever 
seems to have becn demended of hin? 


7: September 20 wrong date, First gravhl repeat of 12315 error. © 


Cigarette package: suggest alight qualification, «ince this one could have been 
the property of other employee, as “which could have been Givens'*, 


By plen: for AGSNT OSWALD, whon 2 return to this, which may be sooner than my 
earlicx plans, may, if there is space, deal with th. deliberate framing of Oswald. 
If g0, there may be parts of this to which 1 night went to refer. I that case, I whli 
ask youe And in that case, if 1% should by them be published, I'd wnt to be ablu to 


cite publication. 


I think this kind of individual spearation of individual aspects of evidence serves 
many useful purposes, I triod to encourage it in others when I first saw the draft of 
Bastard that May then refused to expand and updete. And I think you have one of the 
more iapértant. There is no doubt of official deliberatcness. 


In the light of the apparent feigned outrage, have you considered writing a 
direct chullonge to these exalted upholders of the lai and its traditions, Bs-57 
I do this all the tine. I wrote Forman, for example, Hones and Uaic, telling thea 
exactly what I belicwed and proposed saying, and I solicited rofutantion, even any 
reason to consider my interpretation might be wrong. Do 1 have to tell you what I can 
now do to any if they now challenge? 


Hactily, 


